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Abstract 
 
Technology education is an important factor in every learner’s education. It contributes 
to the intellectual and practical development of the learners to enable them to cope with 
the challenges of a technological society. The main purpose of the study was to 
investigate the extent to which the learning and teaching of technology were 
implemented in schools in the Mthatha District. The main research question was: What 
are the challenges for the implementation of technology learning area in the Senior 
Phase? Research sub questions were: What support does the Department of Education 
give to educators?; To what extent have the objectives of implementing the technology 
learning area been achieved?; and, What suggestions do educators have to improve 
implementation of technology education? 
 
There were 20 Junior Secondary Schools involved in the study. There were two groups 
of samples: (a) the educators’ sample and (b) the learners’ sample. The educators’ 
sample: The sample size was 20 educators consisting of those who were teaching 
technology in either all the Senior Phase grades (Grade 7, 8 and 9) or at least in one of 
the grades in the senior phase in his/her school. On the researcher’s request, the 
Principal of each school nominated an educator and hence there was one educator in 
the educators’ sample from each of the 20 schools.  
 
The learners’ sample: The sample size was 40 learners consisting of at least two 
learners from each of the 20 schools. On the researcher’s request each educator in the 
educators’ sample nominated two learners from the senior phase. The instrument which 
was made to collect data was a researcher-designed questionnaire. The researcher 
personally visited each school involved in the study and gave the questionnaires to the 
two learners and one educator from that particular school to complete them 
independently within five days. The researcher personally re-visited each school on a 
day after the agreed-upon 5-day period but only after confirming over the phone that 
the questionnaires were indeed completed. The data were analyzed manually. The 
results obtained revealed that the implementation of the technology learning area is 
challenged by a number of problems.  
 
Those which were specifically identified were: lack of resources especially the rural 
schools; lack of people who are knowledgeable on Outcomes-based education (OBE) or 
the OBE modes of learning & teaching technology and its assessment methods, 
ineffectiveness arising out of large and overcrowded classes, challenges originating from 
or as a consequence of redeployment and the rationalization of educators and the lack 
of human resource to assist in the implementation of technology. The study showed the 
need for the provision of supportive service and continuous contact with educators to 
offer advice and assistance in order to improve the quality of technology teaching and 
learning in schools. The professional knowledge and skills of subject advisors as well as 
educators needed to be extended, refreshed and updated.  
Key words: Technology education, Learning outcomes, Curriculum
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
Technology has existed throughout history. As long as there have been people, there 
has been technology. Technology is part of our everyday lives, for example, in our 
kitchens, in the environment, in the industries and at play too. It has impacts on the 
way in which we manage our live. Science and Technology were developed from the 17 
century onwards with the social justification that they were agents of liberation, both 
intellectually and materially (Van Rensburg, Myburgh & Ankiewicz, 1996).  Science was 
supposed to provide true knowledge and liberation from superstition and ignorance. 
Technology, giving some control over the material world, was supposed to liberate 
people from, among other things, excessive manual labour, hunger, poverty, inadequate 
housing and poor health. Science and Technology have been bundled together for many 
years (DoE, 2002). 
 
Technology initiatives in schools in many countries have been a topic of research 
interest for the past thirty years and is of interest to several researchers recently too. 
Internationally, Technology Education (TE) has been gaining prominence in recent years 
(Gibbs & Habeshaw, 1993; Kent & Towse, 1997; Moreland and Jones, 2000; Hennessy, 
Ruthven & Brindley, 2005; Deaney & Hennessy, 2007; Tondeur, Van Braak & Valcke, 
2007a, b; Selwyn, Potter & Cranmer, 2009; Kolikant, 2009; Keengwe & Onchwari, 2009; 
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Davis, Preston & Sahin, 2009; McGarr, 2009; Almekhlafi & Almeqdadi, 2010; Lee, 
Cerreto & Lee, 2010; Hall, 2010). 
 
In South Africa too, TE has been gaining momentum. The need for TE in South Africa 
was outlined in the Green paper on Science and Technology in 1996. There was an 
agreement among industry and educators on TE as an important element or factor in 
every learner’s education. Scientific papers dealing with the challenges and successes of 
TE in the African context are available (for example, Van Wyk, 2002; Stevens, 2006; 
Brown & Czerniewicz, 2006, 2007; Brown, Czerniewicz & Pedersen 2008).  
 
The school education in South Africa spans over 12 years and has two bands: General 
Education & Training (GET) and Further Education & Training (FET). GET and FET are 
from Grades 1-9 (9 years) and Grades 10—12 (3 years) respectively. The GET band is 
sub-divided into Foundation (up to Grade 3), Intermediate (Grade 4-6) and Senior phase 
(Grade 7-9).  
 
The core learning area of Technology in the GET band includes TE, Information 
Technology (IT), Technical Education and Applied Arts and Sciences. Technological 
advancement globally has surpassed all expectations and predictions. South Africa 
needs to access technology in order to compete internationally. TE, as a learning area 
aims to promote all aspects of technology, including planning, design and 
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manufacturing. IT and TE are part of the core learning area of technology in Curriculum 
2005 (C2005).  
 
About two decades ago, Liao (1994:4) summarised the importance of technological 
literacy as follows: 
 
- all must become more technologically literate in order to make more informed 
decisions about personal choices as well as societal choices; and, 
- democratic societies must use technology more intelligently in order to thrive in an 
increasingly competitive global economy.  
 
Computers play a major role in TE since they are an integral part of modern technology. 
According to Pullias (1992:3) the emphasis in TE is on learning how a computer is used 
as a tool more than learning about computers. Potgieter (1998:3) observes that TE is 
concerned with the technological knowledge and skills as well as technological 
processes. TE involves understanding the use of technology and its impact on both the 
individual and society. It is ultimately designed to enable and equip learners to perform 
effectively in the technological environment in which they live and to stimulate them to 
contribute to its improvement. According to Hall (2010), most educators and learners in 
America have access to even laptops. However, the South African educators and 
learners are much less resourced. As is common knowledge, achieving success in any 
type of change is always a challenge and this is more so when it comes to technology 
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and TE. In TE also, the greatest shortage has always been that of resources as usual in 
every project or organization. This was clearly articulated by Ben Moore (2005) by 
stating that every company (even in the United Kingdom) will at one time or another 
complain of shortage of resources. 
 
TE in South Africa has not been an exception in the shortage of resources. Stevens 
(2006) and Williams (2009) concur and state that South Africa faces challenges in terms 
of resources to effectively implement TE. For example, Williams (2009) refers to Stevens 
(2006) who observed that South Africa has developed a national Technology education 
curriculum with a social reconstructivist approach that was scheduled to be implemented 
in 2006.  Williams (2009: 241) quotes Stevens (2009) for emphasis as follows: 
 
It has technological literacy as its overarching goal for students, and contains 
some innovative and unique elements such as ‘appropriate indigenous 
technologies’ as one of the content areas … However, largely due to the 
apartheid policies during the history of South Africa, many rural schools have 
very few resources and it will take many years before all schools enjoy a basic 
level of technology resources and equipment…  
 
According to Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2007), historical research can provide us 
with an insight into how the present has come about. Tracing back the history, at the 
Jerusalem International Science and Technology Conference (JISTEC) which was held in 
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January 1996 under the auspices of UNESCO, there was a general consensus that the 
quality of life in society was linked to the people’s understanding, effective use of 
present technology and creative development of new technologies. According to Ort-
step Institute (1995), Ankiewicz (1995) and UNESCO (1997), TE is a subject on its own 
epistemology and consists basically of the following attributes,: 
 
 Knowledge items such as literacy, technology, scientific principles and concepts, 
mathematical terms and models, environmental studies, agriculture, materials, 
economics.  
 Skills items such as observation, design and construction, data collection, analysis, 
interpretation, research skills, technological and cognitive skills, making and 
manipulating skills, teamwork, communication, graphic communication and safe 
work habits. 
 Thinking skills such as critical thinking, reasoning, decision making, evaluation, 
analytical skills, problem solving, positive attitudes and values, creative and 
innovative thinking skills.  
 
In general, Technology is an engine-house for the development and prosperity of any 
nation in terms of the historical, cultural, social and economic perspectives (Poon, 1994; 
Potgieter, 1998). As such, efforts to establish TE as a learning area, especially for a 
developing country like South Africa, could not have been overemphasized. Developed 
countries such as Britain, Japan, the US, Australia and Canada and developing countries 
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such as Nigeria, the Philippines and Korea have prioritised technology. Technology 
makes the world a global village. For South Africa to be among the progressing nations, 
it had to embark on educating the nation about technologies. However, Van Wyk (2002) 
observes that in an expending globalised world, learners can become easily alienated 
from what is taught in science and technology as well as the way in which it is taught. 
He recommends integration of indigenous knowledge systems with TE.  
 
Due to the perceived congestion of the curriculum and the change in paradigm, TE was 
wrongly thought of as an excess learning area through the recommendations of the 
review committee (Chisholm, 2000). For reasons based on its importance and necessity 
as outlined above, TE was then reinstated in the curriculum. With the implementation of 
curriculum 2005 (C2005) (based on the principles and premises) of Outcomes Based 
Education (OBE) in 1998, TE became a reality in South Africa. With the introduction of 
the new technology learning area, South Africa has been brought into line with 
developments worldwide.  
  
The National Curriculum Statement (NCS) in South Africa (NCS, 2002:14) is in line with 
these sentiments regarding TE when it states that technology learning area  contributes 
towards learner’s technological literacy by giving them opportunities to: appreciate the 
interaction between technology, society and the environment, develop and apply 
specific skills to solve technological problems and understand the concepts used in 
technology and use them responsibly to solve technological problems. Stevens (2006) 
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discusses the implications of TE for teacher education in South Africa. Brown and 
Czerniewicz (2007) investigated the relationship between students’ access to ICTs for 
learning. The researcher aligns himself with Solomon (1993:38) in that “technology and 
consequently Technology Education is an experience that no person should either miss 
or be led to believe that it is unconnected with Science.  
 
Teachers’ use of information and communication technologies (ICT) has an important 
role in education in the 21st century (Haydon & Barton, 2007; Somekh, 2008; UNESCO, 
2008). Realizing this, many countries and regions are designing ICT related teacher 
training in Africa (Evoh, 2007). UNESCO (2008) has recently published guidance for this. 
Research has established that effective ICT teacher training is an important pillar for 
successful integration and sustainability of ICT in education (Culp, Honey, & Mandinach, 
2003; Haydon & Barton, 2007; Somekh, 2008). Therefore, given the demand, research 
to inform the design of effective ICT teacher training is urgent. A recent paper by 
Lawless and Pellegrino (2007) on technology-related professional development also calls 
for a study that compares models of technology-related professional development and 
the study of scaling such interventions from local to a national level. 
 
Problem, Rationale, significance and Purpose  
 
As alluded to in the foregoing section, there were many studies on the many challenges 
facing TE both internationally and nationally. However, no study could be located which 
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focused on the challenges which educators faced in the implementation of technology 
learning area in the geographical area where the present study was carried out. 
Besides, TE has been relatively a new learning area in South African School curriculum. 
The contexts in which TE has been implemented vary and it is appropriate to gather 
primary research data to inform policy and operational decisions. 
 
The purpose of this study for a mini-dissertation was to investigate challenges that 
educators face in the implementation of technology learning area and to see what 
possible steps can be taken to improve the implementation process. One of the 
significant purposes which the study intended to fulfill was to assist those involved in 
the implementation, if possible. The main problem was: How can technology learning 
area be effectively implemented in our schools as a new learning area? 
 
Research question  
 
What are the challenges for the implementation of technology learning area in the 
Senior Phase? 
 
Research sub questions  
 
 What support does the Department of Education give to educators? 
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 To what extent have the objectives of implementing the technology learning area 
been achieved? 
 What suggestions do educators have to improve implementation of technology 
education? 
 
In order to formulate guidelines for addressing the challenges in the implementation of 
technology in the Senior phase, the study gathered data on the above research question 
and its sub-questions. For geographical and logistical conveniences, the study was 
conducted in selected Junior Secondary Schools in Mthatha Education District. The study 
used a mixed method to collect data. 
 
Definitions of pertinent terms 
 
The following are the operational definitions for the pertinent terms and concepts used 
in this report: 
 
Technology 
 
According to the DoE (2002:4), technology is “the use of knowledge, skills and 
resources to meet people’s needs and wants by developing practical solutions to 
problems, taking social and environmental factors into consideration.” 
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Technology education 
 
According to Potgieter (1998:3) Technology Education is concerned with the 
technological knowledge and skills as well as technological processes. 
 
Technology literacy 
 
According to Waetjen (2000:2-3) Technology literacy is the ability of an individual to 
code and decode technological messages, having knowledge and abilities to select and 
apply appropriate technologies in a given context. 
 
 Curriculum 
 
Curriculum is a plan for action or a written document that includes strategies for 
achieving desired goals or ends. It is all the experiences children have under the 
guidance of educators. 
 
Outcome 
 
According to DoE (1996a & 1996b) an outcome is a contextually demonstrated end 
product of the learning process, learning outcomes or outcomes for each learning area. 
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Outcomes Based Education (OBE) 
 
According to Towers (1996:19) Outcomes Based Education (OBE) is a method of 
teaching that focuses on what students can actually do after they had been taught. 
 
The layout of the mini-dissertation is as follows: 
Chapter 1: Introduction and Background; 
Chapter 2: Literature Review; 
Chapter 3: Methodology; 
Chapter 4: Data Analysis and discussion; 
Chapter 5: Conclusions and recommendations. 
 
Summary 
 
This chapter has dealt with introduction, background, problem statement, rationale, 
significance and purpose of the study. The research questions and the operational 
definitions of pertinent terms were documented. The introduction gave both 
international and national perspectives by citing national and international studies on 
TE.  The structure of the mini-dissertations was portrayed. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
2.1. Introduction 
This chapter provides the literature review in order to find out the research already 
conducted in the subject area in which this study is conducted. The literature review 
presented in this chapter was helpful to guide this study in its methods, data analysis, 
discussion and conclusion. 
 
The use of technology in education is becoming an increasingly important part of higher 
and professional education (Wernet, Olliges and Delicath, 2000; Almekhlafi, 2006a, 
2006b). Technology not only gives learners the opportunity to control their own learning 
process, but also provides them with ready access to a vast amount of information over 
which the educator has no control (Lam and Lawrence, 2002). After a recent literature 
review of technology related professional development, Lawless and Pellegrino (2007) 
also called for a study to compare models of technology-related professional 
development and the study of scaling such interventions from a local to a national level 
(including the scaling up of provision to train large numbers of educators). 
 
The International Society for Technology Education (2004) has proposed standards 
regarding educating all children in the use of technology in order to create products in 
the classroom, facilitate communication, solve problems and make decisions. Now-a-
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days, education is emphasizing student activity and is thus making use of constructivist 
strategies where students construct their own knowledge bases and educators give less 
direct instruction by facilitating the learning process (Parette, Hourcade & Heiple 2000). 
Technology as a school learning area evolves around the technological process itself and 
provides a systematic approach to problem solving (Hatting & Du Plessis 2004). 
Technology and TE motivates learners to develop their own skills and to construct their 
own solutions in order to solve everyday problems. Technology as a new learning area 
incorporates many of the principles which have been accepted internationally: design 
back from learning outcomes, learner-centred and hands on facilitation and continuous 
assessment (Hattingh & Du Plessis 2004).  
 
It is advisable that young learners be taught the “language of technology” as a subject 
from an early age. This will help them to really understand the concepts related to TE. 
In addition, Fromkin and Rodnam (1993) state that it is best to learn any language 
before puberty. Technology has its own language and hence introduction of technology 
education early enough is surely appropriate.  
 
Kahn and Volmink (1997:11) shared their vision for TE thus:  
 
… technology education will be part of the education of every boy, girl, educator 
and adult learner by the year 2005 with a view of them becoming creative, 
adaptable, critical, autonomous, entrepreneurial and employable citizens who can 
 14 
 
contribute meaningfully and responsibly to their own communities, South African 
society, and therefore, all stakeholders involved in education should work 
towards accommodating learners who experience barriers to learning, so that 
they will ultimately fulfill their roles in society optimally. 
 
The literature on technology abounds with misrepresentations and stereotypical 
perceptions of technology and TE (Daugherty & Wicklein 2002). According to McCormick 
(1997), TE has little or no established history as a learning area. It is this limited 
knowledge that has given birth to misunderstandings, misinterpretations and 
misrepresentations of what technology and TE really are. Misunderstandings can lead to 
misconceptions and misinterpretations and these may inhibit the proper implementation 
and the growth of TE and the advantages to be derived from such growth.  
 
2.2. Challenges on TE curriculum implementation  
 
The implementation of outcomes-based TE is a challenge. The challenges in learning 
and teaching TE do not end with the design of policies. Garson (2000) concurs with this 
observation by stating that TE is a new learning area and educators are still grappling 
with understanding what exactly it entails. Different types of schools and different 
contexts require different approaches to curriculum choices and curriculum 
management. Pudi (2002) observed that former Minister of Education, Kader Asmal 
cautioned that there could be problems which may be hidden. According to Pudi (2002), 
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curriculum planning and design is theory but implementation means converting the 
theory into practice. Making the two coincide sometimes leads to new problems that the 
curriculum designer as theorist did not anticipate. On paper, TE curriculum may seem 
implementable, but implementation of the curriculum is not done in boardrooms or 
offices but in classrooms. In classrooms, the available facilities and technological 
resources, teacher qualifications ad experiences and, educators’ and learners’ individual 
differences are heterogeneous. 
 
Based on the survey data from 612 pupils in five English primary schools on children’s 
engagement with ICT inside and outside the school context, Selwyn, Potter and 
Cranmer (2009: 919) observe that “… analysis of the data shows pupils’ engagement 
with ICT to be often perfunctory and unspectacular, especially within the school setting, 
where the influence of year group and school attended are prominent”. They conclude 
that whilst the majority of children considers that although the use of ICT leads to gains 
in learning, there is a strong view that educational uses of ICT is constrained by the 
nature of the schools within which educational use is largely framed and often situated. 
 
In South Africa, the IPT (1998) had acknowledged that the winds of change blowing 
through the education system of South Africa ought to bring new challenges and 
problems. Change, however good, always brings with it skepticism, distrust and possible 
negative attitudes. To avoid any unwanted ramifications in the implementation of the 
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Technology Education curriculum, first-hand investigations need to be conducted in the 
schools and the classrooms.  
 
Maravanyika (1986) supports the above view by stating that to be conversant with the 
context within which curriculum operates does not mean only values, principles and 
skills a particular society cherishes are recognized.  Maravanyika’s (1986) continues to 
state that most importantly the understanding of the learners, their background at home 
and community, mental and physical development, health, nutrition, interests and 
aptitudes are also need to be given due consideration. The author continues to state 
that poor and insufficient facilities and a lack of a culture of learning and teaching also 
add to the problems that prevent technology implementation from being successful. The 
same report emphasized that failure to win educator’s support also leads to many 
problems of curriculum implementation because educators are directly involved in 
classroom practice. It further alludes to technological literacy as an important factor in 
developing educator’s confidence, enthusiasm and attitudes towards the implementation 
of Technology Education. From the research findings it is envisaged that there is still a 
lot to be desired from the government. Ramothea (1996:13) too recorded a concurring 
view and put it thus: “… curriculum developers have to be conversant with the context 
within which curriculum operates to make it meaningful”. Perhaps the largest constraint 
to the development of Technology as a learning area in schools is the fact that there is 
no general technology subject at tertiary level in South African institutions (De Vries, 
2007). 
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A number of barriers hinder technology integration. Almekhlafi and Almeqdadi (2010) 
observe that a number of barriers hinder technology integration such as time, access, 
support, resources and training. Similar or other factors have also been documented by 
researchers such as Flores (2002), Earle (2002) and Brinkerhof (2006). Brinkerhof 
(2006) pointed out that barriers are grouped into four main categories: Resources; 
institutional and administrative support; training; and experience and attitudinal or 
personality factors. Innovation and adaptation are costly in terms of the time needed to 
develop and establish new practices. There is government’s drive towards the provision 
of opportunities and expertise for using ICT in all schools, yet significant weaknesses 
are supported by policy and practice. 
 
The present subject curricula, assessment frameworks, and policies concerning the ICT 
use and implementation of technology education seem to simultaneously encourage and 
constrain educators in using technology in the classroom. Key barriers that inhibit 
successful technology integration efforts were also researched. Among the list of critical 
factors are: availability and access to computers (Barron, Kemker, Harmes & Kalaydjian, 
2003; Norris, Sullivan, Pairot & Solloway, 2003), availability of curriculum materials 
(Becker & Ravitz, 2001), teacher’s beliefs (Lumper & Chambers, 2001; Ertmer, 2005; 
Venkatesh & Abrami, 2006), teachers’ technological and content knowledge (Pierson, 
2001), and technical, administration and peer support (Ringstaff & Kelly, 2002; Van 
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Melle, Cimellaro & Shulha, 2003; Sandholtz & Reilly, 2004). According to Pudi (2002), 
access to education and to Technology Education in particular is often inhibited by the 
realities such as poverty, budgetary constraints and lack of resourceful thinking from the 
policy makers, the schools or even the educators and the learners themselves.  
 
According to Flores (2002), teachers face many barriers in their quest to incorporate 
technology: in addition to time scheduling for technology use and administrative 
support, equity is another important issue and the introduction of technology is 
particularly hard when there are few resource. Earle (2002) observed some barriers to 
the integration of technology in the classroom including both restraining forces that are 
extrinsic to teachers such as access, time, support, resources, and training and forces 
that are intrinsic such as attitudes, beliefs, practices, and resistance. Deaney and 
Hennessy (2007) reported on contextual factors which serve as barriers such as lack of 
confidence, experience, motivation and training; inadequate access to reliable resources 
and classroom practices which clash with the culture of student exploitation. 
 
Curriculum knowledge is primarily created outside the classroom by the experts who 
design and develop the curriculum innovation. Change is conceived of as a linear 
process, with educators implementing the innovation as developed in the classroom. 
The curriculum is evaluated to determine whether the planned outcomes have been 
achieved. Implementation is successful when the educators carry out the curricular 
changes as directed. If they do carry out the plan as intended, then the curricular 
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change itself can be fairly evaluated. If they do not implement the innovation correctly 
or fully, then the change cannot be fairly evaluated because it was never really 
implemented. Fidelity was dominant perspective underlying the curriculum 
implementation research reviewed by Fullan and Pomfret (1977). The five factors found 
to inhibit implementation were: 
 
(a) Educators’ lack of clarity about innovation; 
(b) Educators’ lack of skills and knowledge needed to conform to the new role model; 
(c) Unavailability of required instructional materials; 
(d) Incompatibility of organisational arrangements with the innovation; and,  
(e) Staff’s lack of motivation.  
 
2.3. Department’s, Principal’s and Educators’ role in the implementation of 
Technology Education 
 
According to Hall (2010), the absence of a clearly defined national policy has been an 
ongoing problem in many schools. Technology integration and implementation at 
schools and factors affecting such integration and implementation have drawn the 
attention of many researchers. 
 
In England, as in the USA, the subject department acts as a basic social unit within 
secondary schools. Departments develop their own perspectives on objectives, both 
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internal and external to the school, and they shape their activities accordingly (Firestone 
& Louis 1999). In England, recent educational reforms have led to departments playing 
a more active part in mediating between government policy and classroom practice 
through the development of departmental teaching policies and schemes of work that 
has detailed plans for delivery of the national curriculum. The indirect effect of the 
reforms has thereby been to increase collegiality within subject departments (Cooper 
and McIntyre, 1996; Donnelly, 2000). Their sharing of practice and experience will 
encompass the introduction and integration of ICT into subject teaching (Williams, et 
al., 2000; Rogers 2003). Subject departments which work effectively together as teams 
may constitute more robust communities of practice than wider subject cultures. 
 
The researcher believes that curriculum development and implementation is a process 
that should involve many people such as designers of curriculum, planners, parents, 
educators, non-governmental organisations (NGO’s) and other members of the 
community. The provision of moral support plays a vital role i.e. provision of supportive 
service. Educators are expected to be supported by the DoE. Departmental officials, at 
both National and Provincial levels, have to go to various schools if school improvement 
efforts are to succeed. Administrators must provide continuing assistance necessary for 
educators to be able to succeed at the new practice so that they will eventually be 
committed in their work. For example, Hord and Huling–Austin’s (1984) 
recommendations involve developing supportive organisational arrangements, training, 
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and follow-up activities focused on educator’s problems and concerns, and monitoring 
and evaluation used as a basis for designing future assistance for educators.  
 
In addition, Prew (1997) stated that there is also a need for school-based in-service 
Training (INSET) facilitators training programmes for subject advisors and lecturers so 
that they can adequately lead and support the change at school level (Education Focus, 
1997). There is a general lack of proper training for the Revised National Curriculum. 
Few crash courses offered by the DoE in this regard did not go beyond the crash notion. 
There was a belief that the DoE was doing this merely to justify having done its part in 
bringing educators on board and continues to pay a scanty attention to what is or is not 
achieved. Not only are educators at sea about assessment standards but so are the 
curriculum implementers. Researchers have identified a number of characteristics at the 
school district level as factors affecting implementation: 
 
(a) The district’s history of innovative attempts: The more positive the previous history 
with innovation, the greater the degree of implementation (McLaughlin & Berman, 1979; 
Fullan, 1982). 
 
(b) The adoption process: The higher the quality of planning to meet the problems, the 
greater the degree of implementation (Miles, 1978; Rosenblum & Louis, 1979). 
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(c) District administrative support: The greater the “real” district level support, the 
greater the degree of implementation-especially administrative support (McLaughlin & 
Berman, 1979)  
 
(d) Staff development and participation: The greater the quality and quantity of 
sustained interaction and staff development, the greater the degree of implementation. 
Smith and Keith (1971) and McLaughlin and Berman (1979) note that pre-
implementation training is not effective. Dissemination Efforts Supporting School 
Improvement (DESSI) researchers note the importance of training and continued 
support and assistance (Hall & Loucks, 1977; Gross & Herriott, 1979; Rosenblum &  
Louis, 1979). 
 
On time line and information systems (evaluation), there are two aspects of this factor. 
Firstly, the greater the extent to which timing of events is guided by an understanding 
of implementation, the greater the degree of implementation (Cohen & Cowden, 1979). 
Secondly, the greater the linkages between evaluation data and school or class level 
improvement needs, the greater the degree of implementation (Kennedy & Apling, 
1981; Cohen, 1981). 
 
(e) Board and community characteristics: The greater the board and community interest 
and support without controversy, the greater the degree of implementation (Smith & 
Keith, 1971; Gold & Miles, 1981)  
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(f) Collaboration: Almekhlafi and Almeqdadi (2010) observe that amongst others, 
regular professional development workshops and increased collaboration between 
schools are necessary in order to increase effective technology integration. The greater 
the real district level or provincial support, the greater the degree of implementation. 
Davis, Preston and Sahin (2009) observe that contact training (face-to-face) of 
educators appears to have an enhancing effect on educators in terms of professional 
development. The South African DoE claims to be working tirelessly in trying to equip 
the technology educators with proper methodology, strategies as well as approaches 
that may be used to ensure that the operating standards of the learning area are up to 
the required level. According to Pudi (2007), the educators were provided with examples 
of performance indicators for various technology standards to help them understand 
what young learners need to know and be able to do as new technology is incorporated 
into classroom instruction. Educators are provided with sample lessons and activities to 
help them, create their own lessons. However, Davis, Preston and Sahin (2009) 
emphasise making a range of teacher and learner support material available. 
 
Educators are required to be flexible, critical and creative thinkers because no book or 
technology education may contain all the content that is required for TE. Educators 
should look beyond themselves and beyond any one textbook or source in order to find 
the relevant content and theory to solve a problem or achieve an outcome. Boser, 
Palmer and Daugherty (1998) in their analysis of student attitudes toward different 
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types of Technology Education programmes suggested that if students have a positive 
experience in a TE programme, they would be more interested in studying technology. 
 
(g) Educator factor: Despite numerous reported examples of effective use and apparent 
educator motivation to develop their pedagogy and practice, clarification of what pupils 
should learn using ICT and how educators could facilitate the needed learning is vague 
(Ofsted 2001; 2002). Rogers (2003) observed that educators’ reluctance to abandon 
their existing pedagogy was more of an obstacle to educator development in classroom 
use of ICT than limited resources which is known to be a major impediment. Educators 
vary in their interest in adopting a new approach and their competence to use it. There 
is another factor that drives change success. 
 
(h) Organisational factors: The importance of attending to the fact that individual 
implementers are part of an organization and that there are organization factors that 
affect the rate, as well as whether or not implementers make it across the bridge, are 
too often neglected. Perhaps the most significant school level factors affecting teacher 
implementation success is the leadership role the principal plays. Some principals 
provide strong leadership and support for educators as they engage with 
implementation. Some principals closely attend to providing materials and other 
resources.  
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2.4. Curriculum implementation 
 
The DoE, curriculum planners, subject advisors, educators as curriculum implementers, 
members of the community should have a common understanding and vision of what 
curriculum should achieve. Labbo and Reinking (1999) noted that for a new technology 
to be effective in a literacy classroom, it must be accessible, able to enhance and 
transform traditional literacy instruction, and assist to empower learners for the future. 
Researchers have concluded that effective teacher training is an important pillar for 
successful integration, implementation and sustainability of ICT in education (Culp, 
Honey & Mandinach, 2003; Haydon & Barton, 2007; Somekh 2008). 
 
Hall & Hord (2011) recently published guidance for this and the metaphor of the 
implementation Bridge and four research-based constructs of the Concerns Based 
Adoption Model (CBAM) can be used to evaluate the extent of implementation and as 
diagnostic tools for facilitating implementation. The constructs can also be applied in 
studies of relationships between the extent of implementation and student outcomes. 
The implementation bridge addresses the important components: outcomes. The explicit 
assumption with most innovations is that if they are used properly, there will be higher 
outcomes (i.e. increases in student learning). When the perspective of an 
implementation bridge is employed, outcomes can be expected to vary with how far 
across the bridge each implementer has progressed.  
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In theory, those that are farther across the bridge should have higher outcomes. This 
hypothesis has been found to be true in some studies (see for example, George, Hall 
and Uchiyama, 2000). In order to increase effective technology integration and 
implementation, researchers and educators recommend the following: (a) regular 
professional development workshops (b) enhancing curriculum with technology-
enhanced materials such as CDs and videos. (c) increasing collaboration between 
schools across the country, and (d) giving enough freedom for educators in the 
selection and coverage of curriculum materials.  
 
The DoE and the curriculum planners, together with educators as curriculum 
implementers, are the drivers of the curriculum. Thus, the DoE, the curriculum planners 
and educators as implementers of the curriculum, should have a common understanding 
and vision of what curriculum should achieve. According to the African National 
Congress (1995: 8), any curriculum initiative will come to grief if it is not supported by 
at least those people who stand to benefit from it and those that have to drive it. Pullias 
(1992) emphasise that Technology Education must be thought of as something new. 
C2005 advocates that learning be a combination of knowledge, skills and values and 
attitudes. Van Rensburg, et al., 1996; and Elmer (1998) state that this holds true for TE 
as well. 
 
Values and attitudes are often thought of as providing space for politicizing the learner 
in line with ideals entrenched in the Constitution of the Republic of South Africa, i.e. 
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“they also define the moral aspirations of South African democracies as defined in our 
Constitution and Bill of Rights” (James, et al., 2000; 1-2). Lubisi, Parker and Wedekind 
(1999) also allude to value assumptions as necessary conditions for unfolding 
transformation. Van Rensburg, et al., 1996; states that skills and knowledge, and values 
and attitudes are “intertwined, inseparable and intergrated, and not easily identifiable”. 
 
Pratt (1980) argues that technology implementation needs basic stages for preparation 
like educator training, assessment and improvement of institutional environment, 
provision of teaching and learning materials and the departmental support for educators 
in the classroom. Continuous contact must be made with implementers to offer advice, 
assistance and to promote mutual contact between departmental officials, educators as 
well as learners and parents. Cowan (2005) states that schools should be adequately 
equipped with relevant resources. In addition, material (resources) should be provided 
as specified in the curriculum. Proper planning of workshops and the provision of follow-
up support are necessary.  
 
For effective implementation, it is desirable to have a thorough knowledge of relevant 
curriculum models, as suggested by Doll (1989). Doll (1989: 205) suggested the 
following curriculum models: 
 
The ideal: A curriculum that school might implement, if conditions are just right. 
The formal: A curriculum expressing intended learning.  
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The instructional: A curriculum depicting what educators think they are doing. 
The operational: A curriculum indicating what is really being done in schools.  
The experiential: A curriculum demonstrating what learners actually experience or think 
that they experience. 
 
According to Hall, Wallace and Dosset (1973), technology educators and school staff are 
frequently challenged to accomplish high levels of implementation. The rationale for 
initiation of curriculum implementation studies is described by Fullan and Pomfret 
(1977). There were three approaches to curriculum implementation. Most curriculum 
implementations have been studied from a fidelity perspective. The concerns of 
researchers have focused on (a) measuring the degree to which a particular innovation 
is implemented as planned and (b) identifying the factors which facilitate or hinder 
implementation as planned. It is assumed that the desired outcome of curricular change 
is fidelity to the original plan. Underlying this perspective are certain assumptions about 
curriculum knowledge, change, and the role of the educator.  
 
Following Fuller’s (1969) work on stages of teacher development, a group of 
researchers applied the same “concerns based” stage concept to educators as they went 
through the “innovation adoption process”. The Concerns Based Adoption Model (CBAM) 
was introduced. Fullan and Pomfret (1977: 335) call CBAM “the most sophisticated and 
explicit conceptualization of the fidelity orientation to assessing degree of 
implementation”. 
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Hall (2010) explains the problem in detail as follows: Technology educators and school 
staff are frequently challenged to accomplish high levels of implementation. First of all, 
the decision to adopt most technology innovations is made by administrators, not 
educators. Secondly, becoming skilled in using a new form of technology takes time. 
Also, most of the time educators will benefit from training in how to use the new 
technology. In contrast, educators and schools becoming high-quality users of 
technology innovations is a process, not an event. In other words, educators and 
schools are not non users of a particular technology one day and expert users the next 
day. There is a gradual process of trial and error as each implementer learns how to use 
the new tool, process or function . 
 
According to Fullan and Hargreaves (1992) a thorough and worthwhile preparation and 
implementation of curriculum should take a long time to achieve because it involves not 
only changes in skills and knowledge but also more importantly attitudes, beliefs and 
perceptions. Hamilton and Gingiss (1993) stress the importance of understanding both 
the nature of attitudes and concerns that educators bring to the classroom and their 
potential effects on curriculum implementation. In order to practice TE well, educators 
must be able to interpret the stipulations of the NCS document so as to produce 
learning activities for the learners and be able to draw appropriate instruments. To be 
able to teach technology well, the teacher must be conversant with the assessment 
standards and learning outcome as depicted in the NCS policy document. Educators 
 30 
 
should be capable of developing and interpreting learning programs (DoE, 2003). In 
countries like United Kingdom and Canada, ICT competencies have been included in the 
formal national curriculum. 
 
Summary 
 
This chapter gave a critical reflection on the pertinent literature, which the researcher 
could access, with direct relevance on the study. The main factors addressed were the 
challenges and problems related to TE curriculum implementation; barriers that hinder 
technology integration; Department’s, Principal’s and Educators’ role in the 
implementation of TE; and, support from the DoE and curriculum implementation. The 
next chapter deals with the methodology. 
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CHAPTER 3 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
This chapter provides the methodology used in this study in order to answer the 
research questions. 
 
3.1 Research design  
 
The study was a survey using questionnaires to collect data. 
 
3.2 Population and sample  
 
The study aimed at getting relevant information to answer the research questions from 
the sample. 20 Junior Secondary Schools (10 rural and 10 urban) from Mthatha 
Education District were involved in the study. The sample consisted of 60 persons 
engaged in the Senior Phase consisting of two sample groups: 20 technology educators 
(one from each of the 20 schools) who constituted the educators’ sample and 40 
technology learners (two from each of the 20 schools who constituted the learners’ 
sample. 
 
The educators’ sample: The sample size was 20 educators consisting of those who were 
teaching technology in either all the Senior Phase grades (Grade 7, 8 and 9) or at least 
in one of the grades in the senior phase in his/her school. On the researcher’s request, 
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the Principal of each school nominated an educator and hence there was one educator 
in the educators’ sample from each of the 20 schools.  
 
The learners’ sample: The sample size was 40 learners consisting of two learners from 
each of the 20 schools. On the researcher’s request each educator in the educators’ 
sample nominated two learners from the senior phase. The inclusion of both educators 
and learners was considered necessary for the purpose of triangulation. 
 
3.3 Instrumentation  
 
3.3.1. Questionnaires (see Appendix A) 
 
Data were gathered through two researcher-designed questionnaires: one for educators 
and another for learners.  Both questionnaires consisted of three sections i.e. A, B and 
C. Section A dealt with biographical data. Section B was a structured part with questions 
about technology implementation. Section C, mostly consisted of short open ended 
questions. The questionnaires were similar for both educators and learners but with 
some differences as follows: items 1.4, 1.5 and 1.6 were modified to suit learners. Also 
in item 2.5, the word ‘teachers’ was replaced with ‘learners’ and in item 2.7, ‘teaching’ 
was replaced with ‘learning’.  In item 3.3, ‘Department of Education’ was replaced with 
‘Learning and Teacher Support Material (LTSM) for learners. Finally, an expert (a 
university lecturer with experience in research) was requested to make inputs and his 
inputs were very helpful.  
 33 
 
 
3.3.2. Pilot study to improve the validity of questionnaires 
 
According to Cohen (2000) a pilot study serves to check the clarity of the questionnaire 
items, to eliminate ambiguities or difficulties in wording, to gain feedback on the type of 
questions and its format, to check time taken to complete the questions and its format 
and also to generate categories from open ended responses to use as categories for 
closed responses-modes e.g. rating scale items. For the above reasons the researcher 
conducted a pilot study on three educators and three learners making use of the 
questionnaire a week before the final administration of the questionnaires. The feedback 
from the pilot study helped to fine-tune and improve the questionnaires.  
 
3.3.3. Administration of the questionnaires 
 
Letters requesting completion of questionnaire were distributed to various schools. The 
researcher personally visited each school involved in the study and personally handed 
the questionnaires to the concerned educators at each school with a request that they, 
in turn, nominate two learners in their respective schools.  The researcher then 
distributed the questionnaires to the learners nominated by the educators in each 
school. The researcher explained the purpose of research to each member of the 
sample and indicated that they are free not to participate in the study. All those 
approached were willing to participate in the study. 
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The members of the sample were given 5 days to complete the questionnaires. The 
researcher personally re-visited each school on a day after the agreed-upon 5-day 
period but only after confirming over the phone that the questionnaires were indeed 
completed by both educator and learner members of the sample in a particular school. 
Educators assisted to monitor whether the learners in their respective schools completed 
the questionnaires or not.  
 
Nonetheless, some of the questionnaires were not completed even after 5 working days. 
Some educators complained about busy school schedule and workloads. The researcher 
managed to convince all educators about the importance of the study. Finally the 
researcher personally collected the returned questionnaires from the educators for data 
analysis. 
 
3.3.4. Return rate 
 
For both educators and learners, the return rate was 100%. There was no school where 
learner or educator questionnaires were not returned. This therefore suggests that the 
respondents were very co-operative. 
 
3.4. Ethical issues  
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Permission to conduct research has been obtained from relevant authorities. As stated 
earlier, the researcher had explained the purpose of the research to all participants and 
requested their voluntary participation. No one objected. The respondents answered 
anonymously. Each participant signed the informed consent form. Furthermore, one 
parent or a guardian of each participant learner under 18 years of age also counter 
signed below the signature of the participant. The information supplied was treated with 
the strictest confidentiality. 
 
3.5 Limitations  
 
Since there was limited institutional financial support for the study, visits to schools to 
conduct interviews could not be done. The economic situation of the researcher could 
not allow the researcher to visit the schools for the third time. However, the answers to 
the open-ended questions served as a means of gathering some pieces of information 
which could have been gathered through the interviews. This mini-dissertation would 
have been richer than at present with interview data. The researcher is aware that 
interviews could have helped to make more clarifications and regrets the weakness in 
the research data without feedback from the interviews. Generalization of results is 
limited. 
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3.6. Summary 
 
This research was a survey. The chapter gave indications to the population and 
samples. The chapter also described the instrumentation, pilot study, administration of 
the questionnaires, return rate, ethical issues that were attended to and the limitations  
of the study. The next chapter deals with the data analysis, interpretation, results and 
discussion. 
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CHAPTER 4 
DATA ANALYSIS, INTERPRETATION, RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
The presentation of data in the form of tables simplifies analysis and interpretation. The 
purpose of data analysis was to translate information gathered into a form which 
allowed the researcher to interpret the data. The data were analysed manually and were 
represented in the form of tables. Major findings were identified and interpreted. 
 
4.1. DATA FROM EDUCATORS 
 
4.1.1. DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 
 
4.1.1.1. Age range of educator respondents 
 
Table 1: Age of educator respondents 
 
Age in years 26 – 30 31 – 35 36 &  above Total 
Number of respondents  1 4 15 20 
Respondents in percentage 5% 20% 75% 
 
With the above data, one can conclude that technology is mostly (75%) taught by 
educators at 36 years and above. 
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4.1.1.2. Gender of educator respondents 
 
Table 2: Gender of educator respondents 
 
Gender Male Female Total 
Number  11 9 20 
Percentage 55% 45% 
 
The gender data shows balance between male and female educators. Often it is said 
that technology is a man’s domain but with the present data obtained from schools in 
Mthatha, women are almost equally engaged as technology educators. 
 
4.1.1.3. The ranks of educator respondents 
 
Table 3: The ranks of educator respondents 
 
Item Educator HoDs Principal Total 
Number 15 4 1 20 
Percentage 75% 20% 5% 
 
Out of the respondents, 15 out of 20 (75%) who taught technology were educators at 
post-level 1 who were not directly involved in the broader school management. 20% 
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were Heads of the department (HoDs). There was only one Principal who taught 
technology learning area. The reason for this could be due to the shortage of personnel 
with expertise, training or interest in the learning area. Nevertheless, it was interesting 
to see that at least one Principal also was involved in teaching TE. 
 
4.1.1.4. Educator respondent’s area of specialization 
 
Table 4: Educator respondents’ area of specialization during training 
 
Area Number of responses % of responses Total 
Languages 4 20% 20 
Maths 4 20% 
Commerce 1 5% 
Technology 11 55% 
 
Exactly 55% of educators who were handling the technology learning area had 
specialized in the field of technology. 20% each of the educators had specialized either 
in languages or mathematics constituting a total of 40%. Only 5% of the educators had 
specialized in commercial subjects. It was heartening to note that more than half the 
group of educators had specialization in TE which was rather a new learning area. 
Considering that the schools were mainly in the rural area of the Transkei region, this 
data are encouraging. 
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 4.1.1.5. Educator respondents’ experience in teaching technology education 
 
Table 5: Educator respondents’ experience in teaching technology education 
 
Technology teaching experience 
in years 
Number of responses % of responses Total 
1 year 2 10% 20 
2 years 4 20% 
3 years and above 14 70% 
 
The above table shows that 70% of educators had been teaching technology for more 
than three years. 20% of the educators had two years’ experience while only 10% of 
the educators had less than two years’ experience. The above data indicated that the 
majority of educators had experience in TE. This data therefore shows that technology 
was handled mostly by experienced educators in facilitating TE. Similar to the comment 
on the data in Table 4. the data in Table 5 are also encouraging. 
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4.1.1.6. Educators’ self-assessment of their performance in teaching of 
technology 
  
Table 6: Educators’ self-assessment of their performance in teaching of technology 
 
Self-assessment grades Fair Good Very good Excellent Total 
Number of educators 9 6 4 1 20 
Percentages 45% 30% 20% 5% 
 
The above table portrays educators’ self-assessment of their performance. Only 5% 
claim to be excellent. 20% claimed to be very good and 30% claimed to be good. 45% 
of the educators assessed their performance was fair. By collapsing those who gave 
themselves a grade of ‘very good’ and above, it can be seen that 55% (11 out of 20) 
were in the ‘very good’ and above category. The overall data on self-assessment are 
surely encouraging.  
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4.1.2. EDUCATORS’ RESPONSES ON TE CURRICULUM, IMPLEMENTATION AND 
CHALLENGES 
 
4.1.2.1. Data gathered from the survey on educators’ responses on the TE 
curriculum, implementation and challenges 
 
This section provides educators’ responses on the TE curriculum, implementation and 
challenges. 
 
Table 7: Educators’ responses on the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with the 
given statement. 
 
 
No. Items Responses 
SD D NO A SA TOTAL 
1 In In technology education, practical work 
enhances learning 
 lemore than written work. 
1 2  6 11 20 
2 The government has provided adequate 
textbooks for technology. 
2 7 3 8 0 20 
3 Learners are motivated and positive towards 
technology education. 
2 4 3 7 4 20 
4 There is lack of educator training in technology 
education  
0 1 2 7 10 20 
5 Educators’ attitude towards the 
implementation of technology education is 
negative. 
2 6 0 9 3 20 
6 Cultural differences play a part in the 
implementation of technology education. 
0 6 6 5 3 20 
7 Teaching technology education is demanding. 0 0 0 8 12 20 
8 Educators do not know what the technology 
learning area really entails. 
3 3 2 8 4 20 
9 In technology learning area, most lessons are 
child-centred. 
1 4 1 8 6 20 
10 There are enough subject advisors to assist 
and support educators in the implementation 
of technology. 
13 5 1  1 20 
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From Table 7, the strongly disagree (SD) and disagree responses (D) were collapsed 
into disagree (D). Similarly, the agree (A) and strongly agree (SA) responses were 
collapsed into agree (A) to generate Table 8 to summarise the data. 
 
Table 8: Educators’ agreement or disagreement with given statements 
Items Disagree (D) No opinion (N) Agree (A) Total 
1 3 (15%) 0 17 (85%) 20 
2 9 (45%) 3 (15%) 8 (40%) 20 
3 6 (30%) 3 (15%) 11 (55%) 20 
4 1 (5%) 2 (10%) 17(85%)  20 
5 8 (40%) 0 12(60%)  20 
6 6 (30%)  6 (30%) 8 (40%) 20 
7 0 0 20 (100%) 20 
8 6 (30%) 2 (10%) 12 (60%) 20 
9 5 (25%) 1 (5%) 14 (70%) 20 
10 18 (90%) 1 (5%) 1 (5%) 20 
 
ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION 
 
Item 1  
 
In technology education, practical work enhances learning more than written work. 
 
The majority (80%) of the respondents agreed with the statement. Only a minority of 
the respondents (15%) disagreed with the statement. From the findings, it is evident 
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that many of the technology educators are of the opinion that technology is a practical 
rather than theoretical subject. 
 
According to Monau (1997), in OBE, learners “perform their skills” which means that the 
learners are required to do something that will demonstrate that learning has taken 
place. 
 
Item 2  
 
The government has provided adequate textbooks for technology. 
 
It can be seen that 45% of the respondents disagreed with the statement, 40% agreed 
and 15% were uncertain. The data show that educators were almost equally divided in 
their opinion regarding whether the government adequate textbooks for the 
implementation of the technology learning area. It is therefore clear that educators in 
some schools are experiencing problems due to inadequacy of textbooks in the 
implementation of TE. It appears that although the DoE has been trying its level best by 
subsidizing textbooks to schools, the distribution remained uneven. This means that 
schools which do not receive textbooks need to follow up the matter on time with DoE 
in order to improve the quality of service constantly. Also, DoE needs to take proactive 
action to avoid similar situations in the future. 
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Item 3  
 
Learners are motivated and positive towards technology education.  
 
Most of the respondents (55%) agreed with the statement. However, 30% disagreed 
and 15% were uncertain. According to the DoE (1997: 84), an understanding of 
technology education should contribute to more positive attitudes towards perceptions 
and aspirations to technology-based careers. The data show that only about half of the 
sample agreed with the statement is a matter of concern. Deliberate efforts to promote 
intrinsic motivation need to be encouraged.  Debates and discussions on disadvantages 
and advantages of technology and TE together with assignments on technology-related 
topics may promote positive attitudes amongst learners. 
 
Item 4 
 
There is lack of educator training for technology education. 
 
The vast majority of respondents (85%) agreed with the statement. Of the respondents 
(5%) disagreed and (19%) were uncertain. This finding is in agreement with the 
observation that there has been very little teacher training on didactics and assessment 
with respect to C2005 (Mac Farlane & Monau 1997:2). 
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Jansen (2001:3) emphasized the lack of effective teacher development strategies, 
Ankiewicz (1995:4) also expressed concern over the shortage of technological expertise 
in South Africa. There is an ongoing teacher training because technology is still new to 
South Africa. This bring the researcher to the conclusion that most educators need 
training in the form of workshops. The few workshops and crash courses lacked the 
depth and breadth to equip the educators in order to properly implement this learning 
area. Educators’ dissatisfactions are evident in the data since only 5% reported that 
there was educator training. It could also be that there were such trainings but the 
quality was poor and hence educators hold a view that there was inadequate training.  
 
Item 5  
 
Educators’ attitude towards the implementation of technology education are negative. 
 
Most of the respondents (60%) agreed with the statement and 40% disagreed. Based 
on these figures one can conclude that the general attitudes of educators towards 
technology education is negative. Low morale, low motivation and lack of understanding 
of what technology education really entails could contribute to teachers negative 
attitudes. This is surprising when 55% of educators had technology as specialization in 
their training (see Table 4). This could also mean that there are challenges that are 
brought about by the new education dispensation. Schiller (1991) emphasizes the role 
of heads of schools in implementing computer education as part of TE in schools. 
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Ankiewiecz and Swart (2001) suggest that good in-service training programmes and 
skills training may be the answer in order to cultivate more positive attitudes.  
 
Item 6  
 
Cultural differences play a part in the implementation of technology education. 
 
When 40% of the respondents agreed with the statement, 30% disagreed and 30% 
were uncertain. This data imply that most of the respondents believed that cultural 
differences do play a role in the implementation of technology education. Specific 
outcome 5 for the technology learning area stipulates the need for learners to 
“demonstrate an understanding of how different societies create and adapt 
technological solutions to particular problems (DoE, 1997: 84). The adaptation of 
technological solutions to particular problems in different societies is an 
acknowledgement of the use of cultural differences in the implementation of technology. 
The revelation from the data that only 40% educators could acknowledge the 
significance of DoE’s view transmits a cause for concern which demands proactive steps. 
Steps to improve upon the challenge needs to be taken through in-service training. 
 
Item 7 
 
Teaching technology is demanding 
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All of the respondents (100%) agreed with the statement. This could mean that they 
perceived the curriculum as already overloaded and that the inclusion of technology 
education was making matters worse (Chisholm, 2000:20). This could also mean that 
more time and facilities are needed for TE since it is a new learning area and there is a 
lot of practical work in it. Some educators are battling to understand it and empowering 
support should be given to them in order for them to cope with the demands from TE.  
 
Item 8 
 
Educators do not know what the technology learning area really entails. 
 
The data show that 60% of the respondents agreed with the statement, 30% disagreed 
and (10%) were uncertain. Most educators claim that they have limited knowledge. 
These responses could be due to the respondent’s inadequate familiarity with the TE 
curriculum This inadequacy of knowledge in technology education was confirmed by the 
initial research by Compton and Harwood (2003). They mention that educators 
experience problems in developing programmes in the technology education that 
support learner’s learning and provide learners with the opportunity to excel. Educators’ 
limited knowledge of TE curriculum causes this. The respondents who indicated that 
they know what the technology learning area really entails (30%) coulf have read the 
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C2005 documentation with specific reference to the technology learning area. Only                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
5% were uncertain and no conclusion could be reached as to why this was so. 
 
Item 9 
 
In technology learning area, most lessons are learner-centred. 
 
Most lessons are learner-centred and this is confirmed by the responses of about 70% 
of the respondents who agreed with the statement. Only 25% disagreed and 5% were 
uncertain. The education of the learner should be holistic. Learners have been 
traditionally used to teacher-centred lessons where teachers where always seen as 
source of information. 
 
Technology learning area makes imperative for both learners and educators to engage 
in do research. Parrette, Hourcade & Heiple (2000) share a similar view when they state 
that education is emphasizing student activity and is thus making use of constructivist 
strategies where students construct their own knowledge bases and educators do less 
direct instruction and rather facilitate the learning process. The result is that learners 
are also able to assist each other. 
 
Item 10 
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There are enough subject advisors to assist and support educators in the 
implementation of technology. 
 
Most of the respondents 90% disagreed with the statement. Out of the remainder, 5% 
agreed and 5% were uncertain. The vast majority of the respondents opined that there 
is a lack of assistance from the DoE in the form of subject advisors to equip educators 
with all the necessary skills and instructional methods expected. 
 
4.1.3. Data gathered through open-ended questions 
 
Section C was made up of four short open-ended questions. 
 
Question 1 sought to gather data about the main problems which limit educators’ 
success in the teaching of technology. 
 
Question 2 sought to gather information about the steps to be taken in order to improve 
the implementation process. 
 
Question 3 sought to know about the kind of support given by the DoE to assist 
educators. 
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Question 4 sought to gather educators’ general feelings about the implementation of 
technology learning area in schools. 
 
The analysed data were sorted to group similar statements of respondents. 
TABLE 9: Main problems which limit educators’ success in the teaching of technology 
 
 
Responses No. of respondents Total percentage 
1. Lack of resources, equipment, or 
materials 
 Lack of space, classrooms or 
technology rooms 
 Lack of training, knowledge and skills 
 Lack of preparations and interests by 
some of the educators and learners 
 No research media like internet 
 Lack of time & time devoted to this 
learning area in the policy is 
inadequate. No time for practical work 
 
19 
 
10 
 
9 
4 
 
3 
 
10 
20 
 
20 
 
20 
20 
 
20 
 
20 
95% 
 
50% 
 
45% 
20% 
 
15% 
 
50% 
2. Provision of relevant and appropriate 
resources. 
 More technology time is needed. 
 More workshops and funds are needed 
and workshops should be hands on. 
 Restructuring of curriculum to meet the 
needs of customers. 
 Subject advisors must avail themselves 
frequently. 
19 
 
10 
8 
 
7 
 
3 
20 
 
20 
20 
 
20 
 
 
20 
95% 
 
50% 
40% 
 
35% 
 
 
15% 
3. Departmental support is not sufficient 
 Scarcity of or few workshops 
 Some workshops are irrelevant because 
of unprofessional instructors 
 Barely 
16 
10 
3 
 
2 
20 
20 
20 
 
20 
80% 
50% 
15% 
 
10% 
4. Technology should be taught in  13 20 65% 
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schools because there is world-wide 
technological advancement. 
 Technology is an interesting learning 
area and should be taught to equip the 
learners with skils. 
 Most learners are accommodated even 
those that are not academically gifted 
therefore technology has brought 
about change on a global scale. 
 
 
12 
 
 
11 
 
 
20 
 
 
20 
 
 
60% 
 
 
55% 
 
From the sample, 75% or more cited the following views: 
 
 Lack of resources, equipment or materials (95%); 
 Departmental support is not sufficient (80%). 
 
The following were the views of 50%-74% of the respondents: 
 
 Technology should be taught in schools because there is world-wide technological 
advancement (65%); 
 Technology is an interesting learning area and should be taught to equip the learners 
(60%); 
 Most learners are accommodated even those that are not academically gifted therefore 
technology has brought about change on a global scale (55%);  
 Lack of space, classrooms or technology rooms (50%); 
 More technology time is needed (50%); 
 Scarcity of or few workshops (50%). 
 
The following were the views of 25%-49% of the respondents: 
 
 Lack of training, knowledge and skills (45%); 
 More workshops and funds are needed and workshops should be hands on (40%); 
 Restructuring of curriculum to meet the needs of customers (35%). 
 
The data should serve as an eye-opener for DoE and school Principals and serve as a 
guide to plan short-, medium- and long-term proactive interventions. All challenges 
cannot be addressed at once due to financial and logistical constraints. Those which 
attracted 75% or more responses need short-term attention and action. Those between 
25%-74% need medium-term attention and action. 
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4.2.  DATA FROM LEARNERS 
 
4.2.1. DEMOGRAPHIC DATA OF LEARNERS 
 
 
4.2.1.1. Age Range of respondents 
 
Table10:  Age of learner respondents 
Ages in years 13-14 15-17 17 and above Total 
Number of respondents 26 14 0 40 
Respondents in Percentage 65% 35% 0 100% 
 
The data indicate that the majority (65%) of the members of the learner sample were in 
the 13-14 year age group and that the remainder (35%) were in the 15-17 year age 
group. Considering that the age for entry into school is 6 years, at Grade 7, 8 and 9, the 
age should be 13, 14 and 15 years respectively, assuming that all enrolled at 6 years. 
However, 35% were in the 15-17 years indicating that all did not enrol at 6 years in 
Grade 1. In general, the responses indicate that the majority of learners do satisfy the 
admission requirements. 
 
Nonetheless, the data that there was none at 18 years and above indicating that 
parents enrol the children 6-8 years of age at Grade 1 for compulsory schooling. This is 
a healthy departure from the past of the apartheid era, when many children from rural 
areas did not enrol at schools even at 10 years, probably due to non-encouragement 
from the government and its agencies, non-availability of schools in rural areas and non-
enthusiasm of parents. 
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4.2.1.2. Gender of respondents 
 
Table 11: Gender of learner respondents 
Gender Male Female Total 
Number 16 24 40 
Percentage 40% 60% 100% 
 
With the present data, one can conclude that TE is not a male domain. However, 
technology is a way of life for everyone, not just for men, and it found in all spheres of 
life. It can be concluded that females were more than males in the sample. 
 
4.2.1.3. Grades of leaner respondents 
 
Table 12: Grades of learner respondents 
Grade 7 8 9 Total 
Number 13 19 8 40 
Percentage 32,5% 47,5% 20% 100% 
 
Data in the above table reveal that the majority of the respondents were from Grade 8. 
It appears that educators nominated learners mostly from Grades 7 and 8. The 
researcher did not get an opportunity to find out why they preferred to nominate more 
learners from these grades.  
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4.2.1.4. Responses showing the learning area which learners liked most 
 
Table 13: Favourite Learning Areas 
 
Learning areas Languages Maths Commerce Technology Total 
Number 12 20 5 3 40 
Percentage 30% 50% 13% 7% 100% 
 
Responses indicate that many learners enjoy Maths and Languages more than 
Technology and Commercial subjects. It is surely a concern that only 3 out of 40 
learners chose TE as the most liked learning area. It is possible that this may be 
because TE is a new Learning area and some learners are still battling to understand it. 
The data point to serious implications for the implementation of TE. Some of the 
constraints which the educators highlighted and listed under Table 9 could have played 
a role on learners giving these types of responses. 
 
4.2.1.5. Number of years of learning technology 
 
Table 14: Number of years of learning Technology 
 
Number of years 
 
1 year 
 
2 years 
 
3 years and above 
 
Total 
Number of respondents 3 3 34 40 
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Percentage 7,5% 7,5% 85% 100% 
 
Responses indicate that many students have been involved in TE for more than three 
years. 
 
4.2.1.6. Learners self-assessment of their performance in TE 
 
 Table 15: Learners’ self-assessment of Performance 
Item Poor Fair/average Good Very Good Excellent Total 
Number 0 6 14 20 0 40 
Percentage 0 15% 35% 50% 0 100% 
 
While 50% of the sample assessed their performance as ‘very good’, 35% did so as 
‘good’. This means that 85% of the learners assessed their own performance as at least 
‘good’ and this data is an encouraging one. Only a small percentage (15%) viewed their 
own performance as ‘fair/average’.  
 
Self-assessment is a valuable tool for effective learning because it provides learners with 
an opportunity to take responsibility for their own learning and gives them greater 
ownership of the learning which they undertake. Educators ought to teach learners to 
assess their own work critically as a life skill. 
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4.2.2. LEARNERS’ RESPONSES ON TE CURRICULUM, IMPLEMENTATION AND 
CHALLENGES 
 
4.2.2.1. Data gathered from the survey on learners’ responses on the TE 
curriculum, implementation and challenges 
 
This section provides learners’ responses on the TE curriculum, implementation and 
challenges. It section had items where respondents were expected to respond by 
indicating the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with the statement. 
 
Table 16: Learners’ views 
    ITEMS 
 
 
RESPONSES 
SD D NO A SA Total 
1. In Technology practical work enhances 
learning more than written work. 
 
0 
 
0 
 
4 
 
25 
 
11 
 
40 
2. The government has provided adequate 
textbooks for Technology Education. 
 
5 
 
13 
 
3 
 
11 
 
8 
 
40 
3. Learners are motivated and positive towards 
Technology Education. 
 
1 
 
0 
 
8 
 
17 
 
14 
 
40 
4. There is a lack of teacher-training for 
Technology Education. 
 
8 
 
13 
 
4 
 
13 
 
2 
 
40 
5. Learners attitude towards the implementation 
of Technology are negative. 
 
10 
 
14 
 
9 
 
4 
 
3 
 
40 
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6. Cultural differences play part in the 
implementation of Technology. 
 
15 
 
8 
 
12 
 
5 
 
0 
 
40 
7. Learning Technology is demanding. 2 2 7 24 5 40 
8. Learners do not know what the Technology 
learning area really entails. 
 
11 
 
19 
 
3 
 
6 
 
1 
 
40 
9. In Technology learning area, most lessons 
are child-centred. 
 
1 
 
1 
 
2 
 
21 
 
15 
 
40 
10. There are enough subject-advisors to assist 
and support educators in the implementation of 
Technology Education. 
 
 
2 
 
 
13 
 
 
9 
 
 
9 
 
 
7 
 
 
40 
 
From Table 16, the strongly disagree (SD) and disagree responses (D) were collapsed 
into disagree (D). Similarly, the agree (A) and strongly agree (SA) responses were 
collapsed into agree (A) to generate Table 17 to summarise the data. Percentage figures 
were rounded off and the total percentage may differ slightly. 
 
TABLE 17: Summary of learners’ views 
Items Disagree (D) No opinion 
(NO) 
Agree (A) Total 
1 0 4 36 40 
2 18 3 19 40 
3 1 8 31 40 
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4 21 4 15 40 
5 24 9 7 40 
6 23 12 5 40 
7 4 7 29 40 
8 30 3 7 40 
9 2 2 36 40 
10 15 9 16 40 
 
ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION 
 
Item 1 
In Technology, practical work enhances learning more than written work. 
 
90% of the respondents agreed with the statement and 10% disagreed. Majority of 
learners concurred that Technology is a practical rather than theoretical subject. This 
could be interpreted as an indication of activity-based learning in the classrooms. 
 
Item 2 
 
The government has provided adequate textbooks for Technology education. 
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Learners gave divided opinions with an almost equal split. While 45% of the 
respondents disagreed and 48% agreed with the statement, about 8% of the 
respondents were uncertain. Textbooks are important resources in schools and the 
present data indicate a serious challenge.  
 
Item 3 
 
Learners are motivated and positive towards Technology education. 
 
Most of the respondents, (78%) agreed with the statement. However, (20%) were 
uncertain. About 35% of the respondents disagreed. While learners are motivated and 
positive towards TE, the possibility of learning with understanding is enhanced. 
 
Item 4 
 
There is lack of teacher training for Technology Education 
 
The majority of respondents (53%) disagreed with the statement, 38% agreed and 
10% were uncertain. The learners were experiencing good teaching and learning 
experiences and this is a positive observation. 
 
Item 5 
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Learners attitude towards the implementation of technology education are negative. 
 
Most of the learners (60%) disagreed with the statement and 18% agreed. However, 
23% were uncertain. Today’s students live in a digital age where computers are used in 
virtually every sphere of life. Students using ICT will be able to receive feedback while 
solving problems, this motivates the students and instils a curiosity that enables them to 
learn more. In summary, the majority of learners (60%) have a positive attitude 
towards the implementation of TE. This indicates that the introduction of TE as a 
learning area was timely. 
 
Item 6 
 
Cultural differences play a part in the implementation of Technology Education 
 
Most of the respondents (58%) disagreed with the statement, which implies that most 
of the respondents believed that cultural differences did not play a role in the 
implementation of Technology Education. About 13% of the respondents agreed and 
30% were uncertain. It is possible that all the members of the sample were from very 
similar cultural backgrounds and had never been exposed to multi-cultural contexts. 
Without such exposure, they could not see the possibilities of the impact of cultural 
differences on the implementation of TE. 
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Item 7 
 
Technology is demanding 
 
Most of the respondents (73%) agreed with the  statement. However, 10% of the 
respondents disagreed and about 18% were uncertain. This core learning area aims to 
promote all aspects of Technology, including planning, design and manufacturing and 
surely, TE makes a lot of demand on the learners. Learners’ realisation that TE is 
demanding will serve as a motivational factor for devoting attention to TE. 
 
Item 8 
 
Learners do not know what the Technology learning area really entails. 
 
75% of the respondents disagreed with the statement, about 18% agreed and 7,5% 
were uncertain. This could indicate that they were conversant with policy stipulations for 
the implementation of Technology Education. The possibility is that educators 
(facilitators) help learners to understand what the Technology learning area really 
entailed. This could have been possible by the educators providing an overview of TE to 
the learners at the very outset and reminding learners about the expected outcomes. 
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Item 9 
 
In technology learning area, most lessons are child-centred. 
 
Most of the respondents 90% agreed with the statement, 5% disagreed and 5% were 
uncertain. The majority of the respondents were of the opinion that Technology 
contributed to the learner’s mastery of skills and students constructed their own 
solutions in order to solve everyday problems. The focus on learner-centredness in the 
classroom is a positive factor, which is worthy of noting. 
 
Item 10 
 
There are enough subject advisors to assist and support educators in the 
implementation of Technology education. 
 
From the data, the learners seem to have divided opinions on this question as 
demonstrated by the almost equal split of the responses. 40% of the respondents 
agreed with statement, about 38% disagreed and about 23% were uncertain. It is 
probably difficult also for learners to know whether they are enough subject advisors to 
assist and support educators in the implementation of TE except by gauging their 
involvement through the visits of subject advisors to schools. 
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4.3. Data gathered through open-ended questions 
Section C was made up of four short open-ended questions: 
Question 1 sought to gather data about main problems which hamper                  
technology teaching. 
Question 2 sought to gather information about the steps required in order to improve 
the implementation process. 
Question 3 sought to gather data about kind of support given and provision of Learning 
and Teacher Support Material (LTSM) by the Department of Education. 
Question 4 required learners to express their feelings about the implementation of 
technology learning area in schools. 
 
The analysed data were sorted to group similar statements of respondents. 
 
Table 18: Similar statements grouped together 
RESPONSES No. of 
RESPONDENTS 
TOTAL % 
1. Lack of time for practical work. 
Shortage of material (tools) or resources. 
Laziness or lack of commitment. 
Lack of space, classrooms or overcrowding. 
Bad attendance. 
Shortage of staff or teachers. 
28 
26 
22 
24 
16 
8 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
70 
65 
55 
60 
40 
20 
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2. More time, materials and tools are needed for 
technology. 
     Additional posts for technology    
     educators. 
     Commitment and extra-classes for    
     technology. 
     Need more technology class or laboratories. 
     Get support (LTSM), it is sometimes not       
sufficient/Governmental support is needed. 
26 
 
8 
 
20 
 
24 
 
18 
40 
 
40 
 
40 
 
40 
 
40 
65 
 
20 
 
50 
 
60 
 
45 
3. Technology is good for learners  
      because they are living in the  
      technology time and it gives them 
      more skills.   
      Technology should be taught in our 
      schools because there is a  
      world-wide technological   advancement. 
 
 
 
26 
 
 
 
 
 
 
40 
 
40 
 
 
 
65 
 
60 
 
There was no factor on which 75% or more of the members of learners’ sample agreed 
upon. The following were the factors where between 50% to 74% of the respondents 
concurred: 
 
 Lack of time for practical work (70%); 
 Shortage of materials, tools or resources; more time and materials are needed for TE; 
TE is good for learners and prepares them for the present era; TE gives more skills to 
learners (65%); 
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 Lack of space and overcrowding; need more technology classrooms and laboratories; 
TE is needed since there is a worldwide technological advancement (60%);  
 Laziness or lack of commitment (55%); 
  Commitment and extra-classes for technology (50%). 
 
The following were the factors where between 25% to 49% of the respondents 
concurred: 
 
 DoE support is inadequate (45%); 
 
The data should serve as an eye-opener for DoE and school Principals and serve as a 
guide to plan short-, medium- and long-term proactive interventions. All challenges 
cannot be addressed at once due to financial and logistical constraints. Those which 
attracted 50%-74% learner responses need short-term attention and action. Those which 
received less than 50% need medium-term attention and action. 
 
4.3. TRIANGULATION OF DATA FROM EDUCATORS AND LEARNERS 
Table 19: Triangulation of data from educators and learners 
From the data, it can be seen that educators and learners concurred on the following: 
No. Factor Educators Learners 
1 Lack of resources, equipment, 
materials 
95% 65% 
2 DoE support is insufficient 80% 45% 
3 Technology is essential due to the 
world advancing technologically  
65% 65% 
4 TE provides learners with skills 60% 65% 
5 Technology brought about global 
change 
55% 60% 
 67 
 
7 Lack of space, classrooms or 
technical rooms 
50% 60% 
8 More time needed for TE 50% 65% 
 
In summary, there was concurrence on the following factors which need urgent and 
immediate attention: 
 
 Inadequacy or lack of resources, equipment, materials, space, classrooms or technical 
rooms;  
  Technology brought about global change and technology is essential due the world 
technologically advancing; 
 TE provides learners with technical skills; 
 DoE support is insufficient; 
 More time needed for TE. 
 
On inadequacy or lack of resources, equipment, materials, space, classrooms or technical 
rooms Williams (2009: 241) had identified that “… many rural schools have very few 
resources and it will take many years before all schools enjoy a basic level of technology 
resources and equipment…”  and one can see that the problem still continues. 
 
Wernet, Olliges and Delicath (2000) and Almekhlafi (2006a, 2006b) had also observed that 
the use of technology in education is becoming an increasingly important part of higher 
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and professional education. Furthermore, Lam and Lawrence (2002) observed that 
technology not only gave learners the opportunity to control their own learning process, 
but also provided them with ready access to a vast amount of information over which the 
educator had no control. Given this context, the finding that both learners and educators 
agreed that technology brought about global change and that technology is essential due 
the world technologically advancing fast is pertinent. 
 
There has been consensus that TE provides learners with technical skills.  DoE (2002:4) 
had envisaged that technology is “the use of knowledge, skills and resources to meet 
people’s needs and wants by developing practical solutions to problems, taking social and 
environmental factors into consideration” and the consensus in the triangulated data is an 
achievement that promotes a positive attitude to TE fro both learners and educators.  
 
Hall (2010) observed that the absence of a clearly defined national policy has been an 
ongoing problem in many schools. However, although the national policy in South Africa 
promotes district level support, the implementation of that support is poorly done as 
indicated by the consensus that DoE support is insufficient. Well back in the late 70s, 
McLaughlin & Berman (1979) drew attention to the need for district level support by 
stating that the greater the “real” district level support, the greater will be the degree of 
implementation-especially administrative support.  
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Earle (2002) observed some barriers to the integration of technology in the classroom 
which included inadequate time provision as one of the restraining forces. The sample 
also concurred on the inadequacy time for TE. 
 
4.4. Summary 
 
This chapter was devoted to data analysis, results, interpretation and discussion. The 
data from both the educators and learners were analysed and presented. Major findings 
were identified, and interpreted. The triangulated findings were highlighted. These will 
guide the conclusions. In the next chapter, the researcher will provide a summary of the 
findings and further suggest possible approaches and strategies which could be 
employed to improve the quality of technology learning and teaching in our schools. 
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CHAPTER 5 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
This is the final chapter and draws conclusions and makes recommendations. 
 
5.1. CONCLUSIONS 
 
TE is a new learning area and both educators and learners are still grappling with 
understanding what exactly it entails. Educators are confident of their ability to teach 
but the problem is using OBE instructional methods effectively in teaching. Educators 
claim that the training given by the DoE was inadequate.   
 
The researcher’s visits to schools revealed that some schools do not have electricity. TE 
does not end with the design of policies. Educators expressed their concern regarding 
the inadequate support they receive from DoE. According to Pudi (2002) curriculum 
planning and design is theory but implementation means converting the theory into 
practice. Making the two coincide sometimes lead to new problems that the curriculum 
designer as theorists did not anticipate. According to Pudi, access to TE is often 
inhibited by the realities such as poverty, budgetary constraints and lack of resourceful 
thinking from the policy makers or the schools or even the educators and the learners 
themselves. The need for support and effective workshops were highlighted to boost 
educator confidence to facilitate productive learning and teaching. The curriculum 
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planners and educators as implementers of the curriculum should have a common 
understanding and vision of what curriculum should achieve. Furthermore, educators, 
needs to be clear as to what are the objectives of this learning area. 
 
The triangulated data highlighted the following: Inadequacy or lack of resources, 
equipment, materials, space, classrooms or technical rooms; the need to lead learners 
to technical skills to cope with a technologically advancing global context; inadequate 
support fro DoE in capacity building of educators and in the supply of learner support 
materials to each and every school and finally, there was a call for more classroom and 
laboratory time for TE.  
 
The Government needs to take cognisance of educators’ interests, abilities, attitudes 
and skills. The implementation of technology education requires an integrated approach. 
Gravett (1995), Lubisi, et al., (1999:97) stress that education of the learner should be 
holistic. There is a long way to go before the objectives of TE learning area could be 
achieved.  
 
Education has to be everybody’s concern. Working together of all stakeholders like 
department officials, educators, parents, NGO’s and learners could catalyse the effective 
implementation of technology. Working together to build an education and training 
system for the 21st century would ensure the best future of South African citizens. 
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Holistic implementation of technology education means use of: 
 
- The head, which refers to taught, theory and knowledge. 
- The hands, which refers to crafts, practical work or artifacts. 
- The heart, which refers to values, attitudes, love of subject matter and culture. 
 
5.2. RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
First and foremost, the technology educators and subject advisors must be involved in 
the design of technology curriculum and drawing up of policy. In constructing a policy, 
curriculum planners or developers should have an idea of the ‘as is’ context of the senior 
phase in rural schools in South Africa to gauge the resources needed to effectively 
implement the curriculum and take proactive actions. In-service training for TE should 
become not only more frequent, but also more effective. The uneven distribution of 
learner support material to schools should be urgently addressed. Further related 
studies should be carried out to investigate more challenges. Electricity supply to all 
schools needs to be supported to assist effective delivery of TE. 
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APPENDICE A 
 
EDUCATOR QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
SECTION A 
 
BIOGRAPHICAL DATA 
 
 
Please respond by ticking the appropriate response. 
 
 
 
1.1 SEX     MALE                FEMALE          
 
 
 
1.3 AGE      20– 25            26 – 30             31 – 35       36  and above 
 
 
 
1.4 RANK AS AN EDUCATOR IS HOD    EDUCATOR  DEPUTY PRINCIPAL   PRINCIPAL 
 
 
 
1.5 YOU SPECIALIZE IN   LANGUAGES  MATHS    COMMERCE  TECHNOLOGY  
 
 
 
1.6 HAVE YOU BEEN TEACHING TECHNOLOGY FOR    1 Yr 2 Yrs 3 Yrs and above 
 
 
1.7 YOUR OVERALL EVALUATION OF YOUR TEACHING AS THE TECHNOLOGY 
 
 EDUCATOR IS       POOR  FAIR     GOOD VERY GOOD     EXCELLENT 
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SECTION B 
 
For each of the statements tick  the box which indicates the extent to which you agree 
or disagree.  
 
Key: (SD) – Strongly disagree, (D) – Disagree, (NO) – No opinion, (A) – Agree, (SA) 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
 SD D NO A  SA 
2.1 In technology practical work enhances learning more than 
written  
     
2.2 The government has provided adequate textbooks for 
technology 
     
2.3 Learners are motivated and positive towards technology 
education 
     
2.4 There is lack of educator training for technology education      
2.5 Educators’ attitude towards the implementation of technology 
education are negative 
     
2.6 Cultural differences play a part in the implementation of 
technology education 
     
2.7 Teaching technology is demanding       
2.8 Educators do not know what the technology learning area 
really entails  
     
2.9 In technology learning area most lessons are child centred      
2.10 There are enough subject advisors to assist and support 
educators in the implementation of technology 
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SECTION C 
 
Answer the following questions  
 
3.1 What would you identify as the 4 main problems which limit your success in 
teaching of technology? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
3.2 What do you think can be done to solve these problems? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
3.3 Are you getting any support from the DoE. If yes, what kind of support? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
3.4 What is your general feeling about the implementation of technology learning? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………… 
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APPENDICE B 
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR LEARNERS 
 
SECTION A 
 
BIOGRAPHICAL DATA 
 
 
Please respond by ticking the appropriate response. 
 
 
 
1.1 SEX     MALE                FEMALE          
 
 
1.2 AGE      13-14            15 – 19         20 and above 
 
 
1.3 GRADE AS A LEARNER IS      7         8        9 
 
 
1.4 YOUR FAVOURITE LEARNING AREA     LANG.    MATHS       COMM          TECH 
 
 
1.6 HAVE YOU BEEN DOING TECHNOLOGY FOR 
       
1 YEAR 2 YEARS 3 YEARS and above 
 
1.6 YOUR PERFORMANCE AS A LEARNER 
 
 
POOR FAIR GOOD VERY GOOD EXCELLENT 
 
SECTION B 
 
For each of the statements tick  the box which indicates the extent to which you agree 
or disagree.  
 
Key: (SD) – Strongly disagree, (D) – Disagree, (NO) – No opinion, (A) – Agree, (SA) 
Strongly Agree 
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 SD D NO A  SA 
2.1 In technology practical work enhances learning more than 
written  
     
2.3 The government has provided adequate textbooks for 
technology 
     
2.3 Learners are motivated and positive towards technology 
education 
     
2.4 There is lack of educator training for technology education      
2.5 Learners’ attitudes towards the implementation of technology 
education are negative 
     
2.6 Cultural differences play a part in the implementation of 
technology education 
     
2.7 Learning technology is demanding       
2.8 Learners do not know what the technology learning area really 
entails  
     
2.9 In technology learning area most lessons are child-centred      
2.10 There are enough subject advisors to assist and support 
educators in the implementation of technology 
     
 
 
SECTION C 
 
Answer the following questions  
 
3.1 What would you identify as the 4 main problems which limit your success in 
learning of technology? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
3.2 What do you think can be done to solve these problems? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
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……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
3.3 Are you getting enough Learning and Teacher Support Material (LTSM)? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
3.4 What is your general feeling about the implementation of technology learning? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………… 
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APPENDICE C 
 
Letter to the District Office. 
 
  Zangqele J.S.S. 
P.O. Box 427 
Mthatha  
22 November 2009 
 
The District Director  
Department of Education  
Mthatha  
 
Sir  
 
RE: REQUEST TO CONDUCT RESEARCH  
 
I am conducting a research to investigate the challenges in the implementation of 
Technology learning area in Mthatha schools in fulfillment of the requirement for the 
degree of Masters of Education at Walter Sisulu University. 
 
You are earnestly requested to give me permission to do the investigation in some of 
Mthatha schools. 
 
Thanking you for your co-operation. 
 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
N. P. Nokwali (Researcher) 
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APPENDICE    D 
 
Letter requesting completion of Questionnaire (to schools) 
Zangqele J.S.S. 
P.O. Box 427 
Mthatha  
30 November 2009 
 
 
LETTERS TO SCHOOLS: REQUESTING COMPLETION OF QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
Dear Colleague  
 
Sir/Madam  
 
RE: REQUEST FOR COMPLETION OF QUESTIONNAIRE  
 
I am conducting a research to investigate the challenges in the implementation of 
Technology learning area in Grade 7, 8 & 9 in fulfillment of the requirement for the 
degree of Masters of Education at Walter Sisulu University. 
 
You are earnestly requested to participate in the study by answering the questionnaire. 
Kindly complete the questionnaire and put the completed questionnaire in the envelope 
provided. I shall come to collect it after 5 days. I wish to assure you that the 
information given will be treated confidentially and will be used for research purpose 
only. You are therefore, requested to give honest and objective answers to all the 
questions asked. 
 
Thanking you in advance, for your time, effort and co-operation. 
 
 
Yours faithfully  
 
 
 
N. P. Nokwali (Researcher)  
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APPENDIX K 
 
 
                                                                  
 
WALTER SISULU UNIVERSITY 
DIRECTORATE OF POSTGRADUATE STUDIES 
 MANDATORY CONSENT FORM: ELECTRONIC THESES & DISSERTATIONS (ETD) AND PLAGIARISM 
REQUIREMENT (For postgraduate research outputs from 2009 September) 
TEMPLATE FOR THE STUDENT AND SUPERVISOR CONSENT FOR PUBLICATION OF ELECTRONIC RESEARCH OUTPUT 
ON INTERNET AND WSU INTRANET 
FACULTY: 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
QUALIFICATION NAME:_____________________________ABBREVIATION:__________YEAR: ____________ 
 
STUDENT’S FULL N____________________________________STUDENT NUMBER______________________ 
 
TYPE OF RESEARCH OUTPUT: RESEARCH PAPER/MINI-DISSERTATION/DISSERTATION/THESIS (TICK ONE) 
TITLE OF THE RESEARCH OUTPUT: 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
  
 CONSENT: I HEREBY GIVE MY CONSENT TO WALTER SUSULU UNIVERSITY TO PUBLISH MY RESEARCH OUTPUT FOR 
THE QUALIFICATION ABOVE ON THE WSU INTRANET AND INTERNET. I CERTIFY THAT TO THE BEST OF MY 
KNOWLEDGE, THERE IS NO PLAIGARISM IN THE RESEARCH OUTPUT AS SUBMITTED. I HAVE TAKEN REASONABLE 
CARE TO ENSURE THAT THE RESEARCH OUTPUT MEETS THE QUALITY LEVEL EXPECTED FOR THE PRESENT 
QUALIFICATION LEVEL BOTH IN TERMS OF CONTENT AND TECHNICAL REQUIREMENTS. I FULLY UNDERSTAND THE 
CONTENTS OF THIS DECLARATION. 
 
___________________________________   _______________________________ 
SIGNATURE OF STUDENT       DATE 
ENDORSEMENTS BY: 
SUPERVISOR:  
FULL NAME: 
__________________________________SIGNATURE:_______________________DATE:_______________ 
CO-SUPERVISOR(S):  
1 FULL NAME: 
_____________________________SIGNATURE:__________________________DATE:_______________ 
 
2.     FULL NAME: 
__________________________________SIGNATURE:_________________________DATE:_____________ 
 
 
 
 
